This paper explores new forms of organising (and organisation-creation) in relation to entrepreneurship and social transformation. In particular, in the dialogue that follows in this issue, we initiate a discussion regarding the ways through which social transformation is or can be related to community action and public and/or social entrepreneurship. By focusing on socio-economic environments in flux, we suggest that emerging alternative initiatives are not simply oppositional, resistance forces, but new organizing assemblages that co-constitute new social realities that urgently need to be actualized. We conclude the paper with a number of theoretical propositions, which as we suggest, instigate the study of embedded and socially transformative organizing.
Recently, the financial crisis with its severe social implications, has nurtured an increased interest in public entrepreneurship, civic organisation, translocal, democratic movements and self-organising local economies (Hjorth, 2013; Daskalaki, 2014) . South Europe is struggling to find routes out of the recession and communities are forming new solidarity-based organisations, which seek to generate sustainable economies with greater social capacities. Likewise, the US shows signs of increasing fragmentation and social tension, as well as civic mobilisation and community-led initiatives. In this socio-economic context, how are entrepreneurship, communities and social transformation related? This Dialogue Issue is our attempt to address this question.
Entrepreneurship and social transformation
In contrast to commercial entrepreneurship where value is conceptualized as defined by consumers and measured in monetary terms (Steyaert & Katz, 2004; Mair & Marti, 2006; Hjorth & Bjerke, 2006) , entrepreneurship geared towards social change relies on a collective capacity to create organization that generates value for citizens, measured in greater possibilities for living. In this perspective, entrepreneurship is understood as conceptually distinct from society but can constitute a social force and not simply an economic instrument (Steyaert & Hjorth, 2003; Mair, Battilana and Cardenas, 2012) .
Actually, understanding entrepreneurship as part of society (and not simply the economy) was already exemplified in the social anthropologist Fredrik Barth's (1963) study of entrepreneurs' role in social change. Accordingly, entrepreneurship triggers and is triggered by social dynamics. In such dynamics what is lacking is organization of resources, people, and information; thus the creation of organization is one way through which the social force of entrepreneurship is constituted (Katz & Gartner, 1988; Gartner, Starr & Bird, 1992; Gartner, 2012; Hjorth, 2012) . Empirically, this is the social context in which creative assemblages, that have the capacity for intended and unintended socially transformative events, emerge (Daskalaki, 2014) .
The 2008 global financial and social crisis shows that the collective capacity for creating and organizing alternative assemblages is key to achieving social transformation. Social and public entrepreneurship research already started unpacking the potential of entrepreneurship to make the world become differently, or at least make local social realities achieve being in new and surprising ways. Social transformation, in this context, relates to the co-production, re-assembling the social into alternative forms to make it innovative. This is not the public entrepreneurship that tactically makes use of worn out dominant strategies. It is not only about protesting and organizing in the 'square', but also co-constituting other organisational forms that embed local, situated victories into new, more democratic institutions and/or institutional models.
New socio-ecological, cultural and financial landscapes might presently call for a multiplicity of models rather than the continuation of a predominantly northern model. Can contextually specific knowledge be used in new localities? Is there such cross-appropriation (Spinosa, Flores & Dreufys, 1997) in the 'spread' of resistancemovements? Are we seeing a comeback of the public sphere and a differently organized community that morphs and swarms according to where and when the event of entrepreneurial action is most needed? The public, characterized by transparency and openness, anchored in the political sovereignty and dignity of the citizens, belongs to no one in particular and can therefore be the place from which new forms of sociality, a collective investments in a desired image, which produce an assemblage, a heterogeneous multiplicity united by co-functioning and sympathy, can emerge.
The communities that we refer to, as a response to social and financial challenges, increasingly engage with 'public entrepreneurial' practices (Hjorth, 2013) We see everything from the creation of new resources -like social media tools -to the more or less radical tactical re-organisation of existing ones so as to make the productive in surprising ways (de Certeau, 1984) . Via these new organisational forms and spaces, individuals and networks enhance their collective capacity by assembling active forces and directing them via new organisation. Creative activities assemble local skills, capabilities and networked/digital relationships to build cultural-social values that are necessary for nurturing and maintaining community life. Can these collective assembling processes really constitute new domains in public life?
Embracing therefore transformative insinuations (de Certeau, 1984; Mair, Marti & Ganly, 2007) , we want to explore whether entrepreneurial initiatives nurture the emergence of bottom-up social transformations that are neither rigid nor bureaucratic; that are neither formal nor fixed (Hardt & Negri, 2012) . In particular, can social or 
The starting point
We encourage studies, which will provide empirical evidence on how recently empowered productive forces of societies can be translated into organisation arrangements of lasting local community support and new forms of civic life. We propose the study of the triptych entrepreneurship-communitiestransformation through a number of distinctive yet interrelated (and sometimes contested) research agendas. Accounting for a variety of cultural/national, institutional and socio-economic contexts, we view social transformation as an embedded and multi-faceted phenomenon and focus on how 'organization', 'management', and 'entrepreneurship' are now being re-shaped by the dynamics that 
Future directions
Introducing the above contributions, we re-introduce the study and understanding of social and/or public entrepreneurship in several respects. First, we highlight the transformational capacity of entrepreneurial collaborative practices in contexts of instability and flux to create new forms of sociality and interventionary citizenship.
Breaking from the individualist approaches of entrepreneurial discourse, we foreground a collective dimension of entrepreneurial activity and reflect upon the collective, self-organizing capacity of social initiatives. We point to the need to study the alternative organizing processes through which these social initiatives create shared forms of sociality and bring about new forms of collective co-existence.
Highlighting the inherently political character of entrepreneurship, we also propose that the transformational potential for self-organized initiatives means that their social struggles and social embeddedness should not be confined to the local. Instead, transformational self-organized activities have to gradually become embedded, part of the commons that is, multitudes of an active project of re-assembling new social, cultural and economic realities.
Second, we highlight the importance of studying the processes of emergence, evolution and learning that take place in social/activist movements and communitybased social initiatives; this requires in-depth, bottom-up approaches that focus on people -communities in action -directly affected by austerity policies and not just activists' groups. Affect, for example, plays a big role in mobilizing seemingly heterogeneous communities and creating heterotopic spaces in which lived togetherness is maintained and strengthened. Indeed, appropriation, subversion and inhabitation of these spaces could constitute creative collaborations, which result in new constellations, which constantly expand to include the invisible and the marginalized.
Third, we study how creative-tactical re-arrangements by im/material actors build upon local and trans-local knowledge, institutional capacity and community coproduction practices to effect change (Boyle & Harris, 2009; Needham & Carr, 2009 ).
Reflecting on institutions and public services, we encourage the study of emergent organizing initiatives within which various forms of co-production occur -for example, peer-to-peer. We argue that these can potentially expand our knowledge of how individuals and groups organize under abrupt and rapid transformation, particularly within contexts that face public sector spending cuts, austerity financial policies and severe privatization.
Fourth, romanticizing certain types of collective entrepreneurialism and their capacity to improve the living conditions of vulnerable groups may have contrary effects for already deprived and marginalized communities. Entrepreneurship embodies both emancipation and oppression as contested forces and this may produce paradoxical tensions. Neoliberal economics also mobilize communities and civil society in collaboration and self-employment as a key mechanism for renewing capitalist economic activity. Our obligation is to counteract this discourse of 'everyone can become an entrepreneur' and disrupt strategies that may lead to the appropriation of subversive entrepreneurial practice. This disruption does not embrace a protectionist, reactionary and oppositional agenda but inclusivity and self-reflexivity.
Fifth, resisting capitalist appropriation may result in the 'subculturalization' of the subversive (Daskalaki & Mould, 2013) and condemn initiatives to remain isolated events, a closed system with limited capacity to grow and flourish and hence diminish its transformative potential. Simply adopting an oppositional, inward-looking orientation leaves initiatives' potentialities for experimentation and transformation unrealized. Instead, by embedding and embodying their rhizomatic potentialities, communities can remain in flux and capable of inspiring creative forms of engagement and collaboration (Daskalaki, 2014) . These can challenge pre-existing identities and power relations, co-constructing new creative assemblages.
Sixth, challenging fixed entrepreneurial identities, we view these positions as rhizomatic, part of a process during which they can be differentially performed. This performance, transcending boundaries, entails what Deleuze and Guattari (1988) called 'revolutionary connections' and co-constructs new territories of creative collaborative engagements and transformation. Alternative organizational arrangements co-produce 'transformative story-spaces' (Daskalaki, Saliba, Vogiatzis, & Malamou, 2014) demonstrating the importance of collectivist, participatory and activist intervention by marginalized and disenfranchised populations. Accordingly, critical approaches should reflect and elaborate on the political processes and the tactics through which these populations become embedded into wider societal practices, and disrupt and re-organize dominant yet ineffective institutional arrangements.
Finally, art plays a role in foregrounding immanent potentialities of radically subversive initiatives and is stressed in our attempts to unveil these political processes and tactics involved. interventions can make visible the immanent potentialities of entrepreneurial events through the enhancement of heterogeneity and dis-ordering, both strategies that characterize activist-artistic communities. Art, in this respect, urges us to locate moments and situations 'yet to come' (Deleuze, 1998) in which the relationships remain subversive, open and, perhaps, constantly re-organized.
Concluding remarks
Despite sceptical approaches that view alternative organizational formations as nothing more than the latest trend in post-crisis capitalism, individual citizens and collectives appear increasingly committed to changing the way we work, organize private and public life and relate to ourselves and others. Without overestimating the activities of these new assemblages, we turned our attention to whether and how they can disrupt traditional institutions (some of them may have been traditionally associated with political action), establish public entrepreneurship as a political act and through that, co-construct new socialities with transformative capacity. Building upon the contributions in this issue, future studies are invited to expand (include different populations, theoretical viewpoints and levels of analysis) and enhance our understanding of how entrepreneurship, communities and social transformation are becoming increasingly related.
